its early evolution, Pinus had not yet acquired all the apomorphic characters of the modern genus. As Hilton et al. point out, this raises questions regarding how we distinguish between Pinus and Pinus-like taxa in the fossil record, be they long-shoots, seed cones, or some other organ. Multiple non-diagnostic characters are listed by Hilton et al. (their supplemental table) , but P. mundayi does have characters diagnostic of Pinus. The occurrence of normal resin ducts in the secondary xylem and phloem that show thin-walled epithelial cell walls is highly characteristic of Pinus, but also found occasionally in some juvenile Picea. Hilton et al. state that this feature is also present in Larix and Pseudotsuga, but they do not provide any evidence, and their view contradicts other sources (e.g., Esteban et al., 2004) . Further, they failed to comment on the occurrence of axial ducts in the phloem of P. mundayi, a feature that excludes Cathaya, Picea, and Pseudotsuga (Lin et al., 2002) . Our material also shows fenestriform and pinoid cross-field pitting, a character that is diagnostic of Pinus (Esteban et al., 2004) . Taphonomic studies do show that the shape of cross-field pits may significantly change during charring but, as we stated, we had allowed for this, and in other taxa from the same assemblage, different (e.g., cupressoid) original pit structure is faithfully preserved. A third diagnostic character is the presence of short-shoots that distally diverge into two separate bundles. We interpreted these features as evidence that P. mundayi was a two-needle pine. Hilton et al. state that we have "structurally misinterpreted" these features; however, the bundles show very close anatomical comparison with the short-shoots of two-needle pines at the periphery of the wood (Dörken et al., 2010) , supporting our interpretation.
A final issue that Hilton et al. raise is the age of P. mundayi. As with all biostratigraphic interpretations, age is a question of likelihood. The most parsimonious interpretation is a Valanginian (140-133 Ma) age based on palynological assemblage comparison with proximal basins of the nascent Atlantic Ocean. A Valanginian-Hauterivian (140-129 Ma) age is possible, if comparison with more distal western Canadian sites is included. Least likely, due to lack of angiosperm pollen, is a Valanginian-Barremian (140-125 Ma) range, though this is Hilton et al.'s preference. In our opinion, the age of P. mundayi is known with greater certainty than that of P. yorkshirensis, which Hilton et al. argue is the oldest known pine. Therefore, we reaffirm Pinus mundayi as the oldest known pine, and emphasize its preservation as charcoal, which may suggest that fire played a key role in the early evolution of the genus.
